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PANEL TRANSCRIPT
THE ROLE OF RESTORATIVE JUSTICE IN
ADDRESSING CLERGY SEXUAL ABUSE
AND HELPING ITS SURVIVORS
TOM JOHNSON, JOHN CHOI, BERNARD HEBDA, TIM O’MALLEY, AND
STEPHANIE WIERSMA*
Tom Johnson:  My name is Tom Johnson and I’m really excited about
moderating this panel. I’m excited because when you think about what hap-
pened here and look back five years ago, the parties that are sitting up here
were at serious odds; they were involved in some serious litigation both
civil and criminal that was begun by the Ramsey County Attorney’s Office
under John Choi and Stephanie Wiersma. Tim O’Malley was very involved
initially and once Archbishop Hebda got on the scene, he was involved as
well.
It went from litigation that lawyers on the street thought, “This is go-
ing to last for years. This may be up in the Supreme Court before this gets
resolved.” But it got resolved. It was resolved through a twenty-four-page
settlement agreement that is multifaceted; in its totality, it’s a roadmap for
the archdiocese moving forward.
The provisions in this very, I would say creative, out-of-the-box agree-
ment were written by some lawyers who knew what they were doing. That
includes John Choi and Stephanie Wiersma and Tom Ring from the Ram-
sey County Attorney’s Office—who is not here—and Joe Dixon who was
* Tom Johnson was a Shareholder at the law firm of Gray Plant Mooty. He practiced in the
areas of internal investigations; regulatory and legislative affairs; and environmental and land use
law. He was the Hennepin County Attorney from 1979 to 1991 and served on the Minneapolis
City Council from 1973 to 1977. He also served as Ombudsman for clerical sexual abuse for the
Archdiocese of Saint Paul and Minneapolis from 2018 through 2020.
John Choi is the Ramsey County Attorney. Since taking office in 2011, he has become a state
and national leader in progressive justice reform, especially around gender-based violence. John’s
innovative approach to holding abusers accountable, while working collaboratively with advocacy
agencies to help victims, has transformed the way government intervenes in domestic violence
and sex trafficking situations in Minnesota. John is the past president of the Minnesota County
Attorneys Association, an executive member of the Institute for Innovation in Prosecution, serves
on the board of the Minnesota Coalition Against Sexual Assault and is a past trustee for the
Women’s Foundation of Minnesota.
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representing the archdiocese in the litigation and, of course, Tim O’Malley
and the archbishop.
Rather than staying the course, the kind of determined Type A,
“We’ve got to get this resolved, this lawsuit here; will there be a winner and
there be a loser? We’re going to be the winner.” Well, they found a way for
both sides to win. Within the context of this twenty-four-page agreement
are two provisions that relate to restorative justice and those are the provi-
sions that we’re going to focus on today.
However, before we do that, I’m curious to know from each of you
what did you know about restorative justice and what had been your experi-
ence when you entered the negotiating or came to the negotiating table that
made you think that, “Hey, we should put something into this agreement
that requires the archdiocese to do something about restorative justice?”
John, you want to start?
John Choi:  Sure, I’d be happy to start. I’ve had a really privileged
career, too. Before I was the county attorney, I was also the St. Paul City
Attorney. It was during that time period where I became acclimated to what
restorative justice is all about and, more importantly, what it could actually
accomplish.
So, as a city attorney, we did a number of things that would replace the
traditional criminal justice system with restorative justice approaches. Oft-
entimes, it’s very difficult to exactly put into words what is restorative jus-
tice because I think it can mean a lot of different things in very different
contexts.
But at the end of the day, what it does provide is a better outcome and
that’s something in law school we don’t talk about enough—is outcomes—
and the outcome that we want is justice. For many of us who practice in the
area of juvenile justice, criminal justice, we don’t oftentimes take the mo-
ment to stop that assembly line and reflect on the system that we operate in.
Nobody, actually, that currently works in the system today created that
system. In fact, we inherited it from a long time ago, but we presume and
assume that somehow that is the way in which we achieve justice and we
get better outcomes for the people that are involved. Oftentimes, there’s a
victim, there’s an offender, but also too, for the community because when
the prosecutor initiates a criminal complaint, they do it not on behalf of the
victim, but actually on behalf of our community.
So, we have that process and the vast majority of everything goes
through something like that when there has been harm done where a law
has been violated. But there are other ways in which we can achieve justice
and get better outcomes.
So, restorative justice is one of them and it’s an area that I’ve been
very involved with as a St. Paul City Attorney and then also, just now, very
recently, as we’re thinking about a different way to achieve justice in the
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juvenile context that we’re recognizing that sometimes better outcomes can
happen when we think outside the box.
That was my orientation in understanding of it and recognizing that the
adversarial process in which I’ve found myself with the archdiocese, could
only accomplish so much. We were very creative to utilize the civil child
protection statute and the criminal statute together in tandem, working
together.
So, we came to some resolutions on the civil side, but on the criminal
side, quite frankly, if we had continued to proceed, we’d still be litigating
right now. I would be convinced that we would have gotten a conviction
and then, that conviction would have been appealed and then, it just kept
getting appealed. At the end of the day, let’s just say that we did resolve it,
and the state’s interest won in that particular case. At the end of the day, it
was a misdemeanor offense.
Again, we were prosecuting the corporation and there are reasons why
we chose to do that. It helped us get to some of the systemic change that we
wanted to see, but at the end of the day, a conviction against a misdemeanor
corporation would have resulted in nobody goes to jail even though, under
our law, corporations are people, but you don’t put a corporation in jail,
right?
What it would have been would have been in some term of proba-
tion—something along those lines—a fine, and for the most part, that
would have been it and no opportunities to think about some of the broader
things that the current civil settlement has allowed to take place.
But most importantly, as a part of the second revision of that settle-
ment agreement, in lieu of us dropping the criminal charges, restorative
justice can only start and can only begin when there’s an acknowledgement
by the offender that wrong has been committed. As part of that process,
Archbishop Hebda said out loud and very publicly that they had failed chil-
dren; that they had put the interests of the institution, themselves, above the
interest of protecting children.
From there, we can start a process by which we can restore people. It’s
been great for me to see the journey that the victim’s family that were vic-
timized by Curtis Wehmeyer and the archdiocese, in terms of their journey
into reconciliation and forgiveness. I think it’s helped them in many ways.
Then, of course, it wasn’t just that family that was victimized: it was
the Catholic faithful who put their trust in our institution and were told back
in 2002, when the Dallas Charter was put together, that everything was fine,
and it wasn’t.
Then, the parishioners, faithful, our community, and I would say
priests—the clergy, are victims as well—many of whom the vast, vast ma-
jority never ever can do anything wrong—only human beings, but I’m talk-
ing of running afoul of criminal laws. They’re victims too.
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As a part of all this, I felt it was really critical to incorporate concepts
of restorative justice to ensure that the head of our archdiocese, our arch-
bishop too, was participating in that. Today, I think the provisions of the
agreement said only at least three, but quite frankly, Archbishop Hebda and
many of the people that have been involved have gone far, far beyond there.
Tom:  John, we’ll get to this. Archbishop, what did you know about
restorative justice when you were at the negotiating table?
Bernard Hebda:  Tom, I’m embarrassed to tell you I knew almost noth-
ing. At one point when I was Bishop of Gaylord, I had had a couple ap-
proach me about engaging in a restorative justice process—nothing to do
with abuse of minors or anything like that. I’d done a little bit of internet
research, but I didn’t pursue that role.
So, I knew little about restorative justice, but was intrigued by what
Mr. Choi was able to describe about his experience. I was very grateful to
Hank Shea1 here at the university who was speaking to us a little about that
as we were considering what were our options and very grateful, then, for
the introduction that came to Justice Geske who definitely put flesh on the
bones of the skeleton of restorative justice.
Even though I knew little about it when it was first suggested, I was
intrigued by it and as I was learning more about it, I became more and more
committed. That’s where I was, Tom.
Tom:  Good. Tim?
Tim O’Malley:  I was in a similar boat. My recollection is that the idea
of this concept and including it came from John Choi. Shortly after that, we
knew about Hank’s work and Father Dan’s2 work, and they introduced us to
Janine Geske, and we learned a lot more about it.
But really, at that point, my world was centered on some of the legal
issues, clearly, but then also how to address some of the brutal past—some
of the things that happened. We were investigating those; we were dealing
with those; we were working with victim-survivors to try and sort some of
that out. Then, also how to deal with harm moving forward.
Looking back on it, exactly what we’re trying to do with restorative
justice, but I didn’t have that concept in mind. I do think it fits with, as was
mentioned earlier today, some of the foundations of the Catholic faith and
other faiths of all the things you’ve heard from the other panels. That does
fit together, but it wasn’t a concept that I had in mind at all at the beginning.
Tom:  Stephanie, any familiarity on your part of restorative justice
when it appears as though John suggested it?
1. Professor Hank Shea is a Senior Distinguished Fellow at the University of St. Thomas
School of Law.
2. Father Daniel Griffith is a Wenger Family Faculty Fellow at the University of St.
Thomas School of Law, Chaplain of the University of St. Thomas’s Terrence J. Murphy Institute
for Catholic Thought, Law, and Public Policy, and the pastor of Our Lady of Lourdes parish in
Minneapolis.
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Stephanie Wiersma:  I joined the “I knew very little club.”
Tom:  But you agreed with your boss?
Stephanie:  I did. I did what my boss told me to do like a good em-
ployee; he deserves all the credit for the restorative justice in the settlement
agreement, but I did come from a background of community organizing and
working with communities to overcome problems.
I understood the concepts of restorative justice, and I understood what
we were trying to achieve in the settlement agreement. What Jeanne Bishop
said about an eye for an eye not being sufficient went to what we were
doing. The aspirational goal that’s listed at the top of our settlement agree-
ment is that no child would ever be the victim of child sexual abuse ever
again. To do that, we had to do more than just have criminal justice in the
terms of probation or an $18,000 fine.
Tom:  So, the two provisions that are in the agreement—one calls for a
day-long conference for restorative justice reconciliation. The other provi-
sion calls for or requires the archbishop to conduct mutually-agreed-upon
restorative justice sessions. This question will evolve into a longer discus-
sion, but I’m curious when you decided on those words and added them to
the agreement, did you have any “mutually-agreed-upon restorative justice
sessions,” in mind? What were you thinking that might look like? Who
wants to take that on first? John, you probably put those words out there.
John:  I did, at least on the conference.
Tim:  The conference, we’re going to plan that now. It’s changed over
time. I think, as we mentioned, there’s an aspirational goal here and it’s
twenty-four-pages long. There’s a lot that we put in there that we continue
to interpret ourselves, to be honest.
But the conference will happen. It’s going to be very much victim-
survivor focused and it’s coming up soon. There’ll be another conference
that we’re going to host here—this archdiocese, in April that will have hun-
dreds of people here from around the country and that will be more on
lessons learned, which is part of what we talked about making that, but we
split it into two.
Your first mention of restorative justice sessions, at least from my per-
spective—I’m a little bit new to this, and what we wanted to do was set the
stage for us to prove to each other—at least give the archdiocese the oppor-
tunity to prove to the county attorney and others, our sincerity and our ef-
forts to correct some wrongs, but also to do it in a way that it was
measurable somehow. We said, “Okay, we’ll do this restorative justice
thing,” but rather than just saying, “Alright, we’ll do it,” I think it even says
you’ll do a certain number within a certain period of time. It was very
specific.
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As John mentioned, we kept working at that. A lot of people, between
the two offices, and then that evolved into much more of a practice that got
played out in a lot of ways that we might get to this afternoon or not.
Tom:  Archbishop, I know that you’ve pretty much set aside Friday
afternoons to be available to victim-survivors if there [are] any that want to
come to visit with you. Is this part of what you consider to be the language
or implementation of the language in the agreement? Then, maybe talk
about how those sessions are going.
Bernard:  Thank you. Initially, when I still had a little bit of a lawyer’s
hat on and when I was hearing about—
Tom:  The Archbishop is a graduate of Columbia Law School.
Bernard: —when I was hearing about the three sessions that we had
committed ourselves to, I was thinking in a much more formal way about
facilitated sessions. We had engaged a professor from the University of
Minnesota3 who was able to help us with those.
As we engaged in that process and as we came to know more about
restorative justice, it certainly has extended beyond those facilitated ses-
sions to those opportunities to have discussions, to have conversations. Ini-
tially, I had said that from February through April I would leave Friday
afternoons open for those meetings.
We had a good number of people who were, themselves, survivors
who would come in to speak. That wasn’t the first time that I had encoun-
tered survivors, nor was it the last. We’ve had people who have been asking
since then, so we try to always honor that time.
It’s a little bit what Jeanne Bishop said today, that somehow, when you
know the stories, that’s what changes everything. Whether it be in the facil-
itated restorative justice session or in those opportunities to have somebody
share their experience and then, to have the opportunity not only for me to
listen, but also for me to express, that somehow or another takes the whole
matter to another level.
Because it’s not just statistics; it’s not just something that I’ve read
about, but it’s somebody that I’ve shared an experience with. I know their
stories; we can cry together; we can get angry together. That has really
changed the whole way in which we’ve been able to address not only the
immediate difficulties that were before us, but also as we try to plan for
moving forward beyond a time that the settlement agreement binds us.
Those encounters—and I feel so blessed by the number of people who
have stepped forward to have those discussions with me—those encounters
have really had a lasting impact on the way in which our archdiocese will
be approaching these matters in the future, how it is that we are able to
improve what we’re doing, and how most especially, that our own outreach
3. Professor Mark Umbreit, Ph.D., is the founding director of the University of Minnesota’s
Center for Restorative Justice and Peacemaking.
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to those who are survivors—those who have been hurt—will be improved
or enriched, giving all of us an opportunity for greater healing.
Tom:  I think all of the panelists here, have had an opportunity to sit
down with a victim-survivor and to hear their story. From that story, you
very quickly realize just how deep the hurt, the harm is and how trust-
devastating it is. To that extent, it’s unique, where you’ve got not just an
interpersonal trust that’s violated, but when that trust is violated, someone’s
faith can also be violated. That’s really elevating what’s happening here to a
very unique and different level.
Based on your experiences, what is your level of confidence that re-
storative justice will work with victim-survivors of clerical sexual abuse,
given the depth of the harm, the uniqueness of the harm, and maybe you
can comment on that?
John:  I think one thing that’s really important for people to understand
is that we would never ever force a victim to be a part of the restorative
justice session, nor would we ever have restorative justice in the context
where the offender is not at a place where they’re recognizing the harm that
they have caused.
So, if we’re talking about a very narrow, specific example of how a
restorative justice session could work, oftentimes, we’ll think about it in the
person who was directly harmed and an offender. For instance, in the case
that we were involved with, it would be someone like Curtis Wehmeyer and
the family that was involved.
I don’t think necessarily that could possibly take place right now;
maybe it could. I don’t know. That’s not necessarily what this is about,
Tom. I think it’s important for people to understand that it goes beyond that,
that victims are not just the persons that are directly impacted or the family,
but it can also include an entire parish that was harmed.
Think about [the] parish in which the context of this abuse occurred;
there was tremendous harm that was done. We need to restore that; trust
was broken, right? It can also be in the context of broader populations as
well, so we shouldn’t limit ourselves to believe that restorative justice hap-
pens in that very compact way. It can be a very broad way. At the end of the
day, what we’re trying to accomplish is recognizing that these types of
processes can bring healing to victims.
Let’s go back to this very singular, compact example. It can bring
healing for those victims who have been directly affected; it can bring heal-
ing for—
Tom:  The example we’re talking about now is the Curtis Wehmeyer
[case]?
John:  Right, but it could also be that entire parish or whatever it might
be. Also, too, it allows for opportunities for the person who did the wrong
to atone for those things. That means so much for victims; it’s also an op-
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portunity for people—restorative justice is a lot about listening more than it
is—it eliminates any type of power differential. Getting into that type of
process, we’re focused on trying to undo that harm, address those harms
that have been caused, and help the people heal and come out of that in a
better way, a more productive way.
Tom:  Archbishop, Tim, have comments? The question relates to the
depth of the harm that’s done and your confidence level that there is a role
for restorative justice to play and taking into account what John just said,
that there’s different levels, different types of groups of victims.
Bernard:  I wish I could say that when we have a restorative justice
session that a person is healed. I’m always so grateful for Justice Geske
who talks about it’s an “-ing” process, right? It’s something that continues
into the future. But it’s been my experience that even those encounters,
when they go deep, open up the possibility of further healing.
Whether it be in terms of a person’s relationship to the church, that’s
often—I can’t speak to restorative justice in other situations—but often for
somebody just to have the opportunity to speak to a representative of the
church and to share their story, allows them to at least begin to test the
waters about their own faith or about going back to church, for example.
Just one little story, there was a gentleman who shared with me and he
really had not faced much of the abuse that had happened in his own life.
He was waking up in the middle of the night screaming. A married man
with adult children. And his wife was obviously a little concerned because
it was something that repeated itself.
He found himself in therapy and that was very helpful for him and that
was when he first began to talk. The therapist helped him to speak with his
wife. But it wasn’t until he was able to talk to a representative of the church
that the screaming stopped.
For whatever reason, that’s there. By no means was that the end of the
process, but in terms of it being a step, I think that’s the kind of story that
gives us some hope that what we’re doing is worthwhile.
One of the things that’s been amazing for me is that there have been so
many people who, when they’ve come forward to tell their story, also com-
mit themselves to wanting, somehow or another, to improve what the
church does, to make sure that kids aren’t going to be hurt, and to make
sure that we do a better job with outreach. Tim could speak about the spe-
cifics there, but it’s phenomenal the generosity that comes from the hearts
of those who have been hurt by the church and are survivors of that who
then become more engaged in assisting.
That doesn’t mean that they’re necessarily going to be practicing
Catholics; that’s not the aim right then and there, but in terms of being
willing to engage with the church in improving the situation, that’s been
phenomenal.
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Tim:  Tom, I think the more profound the harm, the greater the good
that can come out of restorative justice. Point one. Point two, is that it’s
inaccurate—in fact, it’s stupid—to stereotype and categorize victim-survi-
vors. What’s the remedy? We talk about what could happen out of this.
Stephanie talked about, “Yeah, you could have gotten a misdemeanor con-
viction and where would we be?” What would actually help somebody and
individualize it?
I’ll give you an example. First, maybe just a quick hypothetical. Imag-
ine you go away for the weekend and you fly back on Sunday night; you’re
walking up to your house; you’re pulling your suitcase; you’re mumbling
about the lack of legroom on the airline. You get up to the door, and you go
to unlock the door, and the light’s out.
You think, “Geeze, I bought one of those ten-year bulbs. They burn
out. This is stupid.” You go in; you walk in and find out you’ve been bur-
glarized. The house is trashed. You will never be the same again. There are
people that would talk about that being very profoundly harmful that some-
body came in their home; they felt invaded; they felt all that kind of stuff. I
guarantee you will never approach the house the same again, through no
fault of your own.
You’re going to walk up; maybe walk around the house and see if the
window’s kicked out; you’re going to notice if a light is out; you’re going
to notice those things. Now, apply that analysis to sexual abuse of a child
and the harm that can result from that.
What’s the remedy? We talk about restitution. Maybe you get $10,000
from your insurance company to take care of the jewelry that was taken and
the electronics. Or maybe the deterrent—maybe neighbors are more aware.
There’s actually a good thing about that. Neighbors feel bad; they’re vic-
tims in the community, but they’re more aware so, maybe they’re actually
safer today.
What about for a person who was sexually abused and the harm that
results from that? Here’s the example I’ll give you. We had a gentleman,
and it’s in part from the work of John and Stephanie, and also Mike Finne-
gan in Anderson’s office. We have a standing offer to any victim-survivors
that, if they want to meet with us, we’ll examine their case.
For the lawyers in the room, in the bankruptcy, have you filed a proof
of claim, which has all the information on it. There is a protective order. We
cannot even acknowledge that that exists. We would violate the law if we
did that so, we can’t act on that.
So, we said, “If you want to come in and talk to us, we’ll examine it
and we’ll try to do whatever we can to make it right by you. I don’t know
what that’ll be, but we’ll do something.”
There’s a gentleman; he’s seventy-eight years old. He came to us
through his attorney and met with us and told us what happened. It was well
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over sixty years ago that he was abused. But everybody in this room, I
think, would look at him externally and objectively and say that he’s very
successful. He’s happily married; that’s unusual—he’s happily married;
he’s got a couple of wonderful kids. He’s one of the richest guys I’ve ever
met in my life. He’s from out of state; he flew in here on his own plane to
meet with us. Money’s not an issue and all that kind of stuff.
We meet with him and he tells us what’s going on. The priest’s name
has not been disclosed at this point. We said, “Here’s what I promise you. I
will listen to you; we’ll investigate it, and we’ll do what we can, and I’ll get
back to you.” “Thank you.”
We investigate it; we determine that, yeah, this is a substantiated claim
under the standards we’ve established. About two months later, we call him
and say, “I want you to know that today, we’re going to put this priest’s
name up there. He’s going to go up on our website. We owe it to tell you
that before it goes up. I know you don’t look at our website, but just so
you’re aware of it.”
Tom:  Is the priest still alive?
Tim:  The priest is dead. He doesn’t do this to punish the priest. The
priest is dead. If you believe in an afterlife, he’s maybe being punished,
right? He didn’t need the money; he’s got money for counseling. He does
all those other kinds of things, but he starts crying on the phone.
He says, “I just have to tell you that after sixty-five years,” and he
didn’t tell anybody for thirty or forty years, whatever. He said, “After all
that time, for me to know that somebody in authority in the church listened,
didn’t automatically believe but investigated and then, believed me. This is
the most peace I’ve felt in sixty-some years. And very importantly, not only
did you nod and say the right things, which a good actor can do, you actu-
ally acted on it. You put the son-of-a-bitch’s name up on the website. Thank
you.”
That’s an individualized remedy for that guy that cannot come in any
other way. I think that’s a form of restorative justice; it’s not passing the
talking stick, which I’ve done with the archbishop with victim-survivors.
He acted as the surrogate. “I’m mad at the church.” A number of victim-
survivors I say, you can’t categorize them; a number of them aren’t neces-
sarily mad at the actual abuser. They realize there’s an ill—whatever it
might be—but, “How could the church have let this happen? How could
that have happened?”
They want a bishop to sit there and look them in the eye and talk to
them, but there’s a wide range of what can be embraced by restorative jus-
tice and how it can actually help people in some of the worst situations in
their life.
Tom:  Thank you. Let’s go back to the two provisions, which were
quite specific. A day-long conference, restorative justice sessions over a
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two-year period. I think it would be valuable—so, they were specific. You
are in the planning stage of the conference; there’s been sessions, so that
sounds all pretty good under the agreement.
There certainly are many indications that this has gone, in fact, I know
that it’s gone further than those two provisions. Maybe it would be useful
for you to talk, Archbishop and Tim, about how that’s evolved. Then, for
Stephanie and John to respond to what you know is going on or have heard
now that’s going on and whether that’s something that you had in mind at
the time the agreement was signed or are just happy that it’s happened. You
want to start, Archbishop?
Bernard:  Yes. I’ll leave the details to Tim. When we went into some
of those difficult negotiating sessions with Mr. Choi and his team, we had
in the forefront of our intention to be able to correct situations that had
existed in the past and, really, to try to do better. So, certainly, we wanted to
be able to resolve the matters at hand, both criminal and civil, but we also
knew that that wasn’t enough. We needed to be willing to do whatever it
took to change the institution locally in a way that would both show our
commitment to change but also actually help the situation.
We were hoping as we went into negotiation that if we would show
that we were willing to go beyond what we thought that the Ramsey County
Attorney’s Office would require from us, that would establish grounds for
good faith and  we would be able to talk to one another in that way. It
wasn’t something that was extracted from us, but rather, it was a desire to
collaborate in a way that would make our system better, that would make
children more safe, and that would begin that process of bringing justice as
well.
That was the mindset at least of those who were negotiating on the part
of the archdiocese. Tim can give you some details of how we had already
begun some of those processes before that.
Tim:  We had—I think if there’s one difference-maker—and I’ll try to
tie this in, Tom. I think it does—and John Choi, I can recall us having
discussions in smaller groups during the mediation and the groups when we
got together in the bigger groups about what is our real goal here? It was to
affect an institution; to hopefully change a culture for the better.
There was a certain secretiveness, certainly, maybe a clericalism you
hear, an arrogance. How is it that this could have happened in an institution
that’s a religious [sic]—any religion—how could this happen? How could
people turn a blind eye to it?
So, we started thinking about how can you change the culture. I think
the one difference-maker between years ago and today is the role of laity.
The role of laity—not that clergy isn’t important—it’s very important—but
the partnerships that are developing and that’s going to be the movement
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that was talked about. That’s where it’s going to come from, not from an
archbishop or one or two other people saying, “We mean this.”
It’s going to be a movement; it’s going to take hold, and I think that
the restorative justice efforts that are going on, meeting with people, devel-
oping those relationships, forming some committees—we’ve done a lot of
different things to try and spread that, if you will.
But the role of laity from the very beginning, when you even think of
it, when the bankruptcy, the criminal and the civil were resolved, there was
really a core group of six people that were there that night until whatever it
was at the law firm until midnight or so. We’re in our separate rooms: there
were six people in the archdiocese room. There was the archbishop and five
lay people.
There was [Brian] Short and Tom [Abood] and Karen Rauenhorst,
three members from the board. Those are the Catholics; that’s the church
and that’s a different image than people had from “the archbishop can do no
wrong” from twenty, forty, sixty, eighteen-hundred years ago, right?
There’s a role there, but it’s the partnership; it’s having different mindsets
around the table rather than all like-minded people going, “Yeah, this would
be good; we’ll pray and it’s all going to be fine.”
No, we need certain expertise, and I think having laity involved at the
seminary, in restorative justice, and in some of the outreach programs, and
his one-on-ones, when he meets with victims. Often Janelle Rasmussen
from our office meets too, so that there’s a safety to it, which, as an aside, I
heard this one time at one of our parish meetings. “You know what went
wrong?” one of the people got up, “there wasn’t a mother in the room.”
That’s a pretty telling comment really. Well, Janelle’s a mother, and she’s
in the room.
Bernard:  And we hired her.
Tim:  Yeah, we did, and she’s teaching at the seminary. When I tell
people this in other areas of the country, they’re kind of stunned. She is not
only teaching at the seminary now, she’s part of the formation committee to
decide if men who are in there are moving forward from year-to-year and
should progress to be priests. It used to be all collars, and that wasn’t that
long ago. Again, they add a lot to it, but they’re going to leave the seminary
and go into the real world. We have to prepare them for that.
I think the role of laity was the emphasis, and I think there is a lot that
can still continue from that.
Tom:  Stephanie, does what’s happening add up for you? I know
you’ve spent quite a bit of time monitoring the agreement and, more re-
cently, looking at whether or not the changes that have occurred are result-
ing in culture change within the institution. Where do you come down on
this?
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Stephanie:  Yes, I think the archdiocese deserves a lot of credit for
going above and beyond what was outlined in our settlement agreement. I
think that we all knew at the time that we drafted it that it was the floor that
we hoped, and we thought that the archdiocese would take it further than
what we outlined in the agreement.
Whenever we talk about how this came about and what happened and
what different ways it could have gone, everyone in the room can acknowl-
edge that, if the right people had not been at that table, this would not have
happened. So, when we were looking at what do we put into this agreement,
we looked at our aspirations and what we were hoping to achieve; we
looked at what was best practice; what were other places doing, other orga-
nizations, the Catholic church itself? How could we hold the Catholic
church to its own standards?
Then, we had to have some sort of confidence that they would take
what was put on paper and run with it, and they have. As Tim laid out for
everyone, they’ve done so much more than three restorative justice ses-
sions. I know that Justice Geske is going to Assumption tomorrow for a
session if anyone wants to join.
I think you’ve heard too that they’ve really taken on restorative justice
in many different forms; it’s not just three listening sessions where folks
can come and hear about what happened. You can sit down with the arch-
bishop; you can go to a session with Justice Geske. There are many differ-
ent ways you can go to talks like this.
Then, the role of the victim coordinator as well. There’s an acknowl-
edgment that one person’s restoration and healing is not the same for the
next person as we go out, and we do talk to people about the impact that
this has had and whether or not there’s been a change. There is. There is a
divide as to whether or not people feel that restorative justice is the answer,
and so, the archdiocese is open to hearing that, and they’re not just putting
all their faith into the restorative justice aspect.
Tom:  John, anything to add?
John:  No, I think that was perfect, Stephanie, thank you. I think that I
had an opportunity to participate in one particular session at a parish at St.
Odilia, which is one of the larger Catholic parishes in my jurisdiction in
Shoreview, and Father Dan Griffith was a big part of that—and Justice
Geske.
I know a lot of people that go to that parish and that were a part of that
particular event where they had an opportunity to listen to some speakers
and then, they went into some discussions at their table that was modeled
after a restorative justice model. People took from that, I think, some great
comfort to have this intentional way that they were going to talk about these
things that they had been experiencing as Catholic faithful.
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What people have experienced is that they felt betrayed by their insti-
tution, that their faith had been shaken in some ways, and they were very
disappointed and hurt in many ways. There were opportunities for people to
discuss that and for people who needed to hear that to hear that.
But then, also for the people that were not involved directly with any
of these clergy sex abuse, but just a part of the institution to also be able to
express their sadness and sorrow and recognizing that what had happened
was wrong and that it shouldn’t have happened and that we’re all commit-
ted to wanting to have this change and making this lasting change. That
type of dialogue and that time and that intentional way to talk about that as
a community was really meaningful to a lot of people. So, that’s a big part
of it.
Tom:  I’d be curious to know how well you think you’re doing, Arch-
bishop and Tim, walking the line between affirmatively providing direction
to the healing process from top-down, here are the services that we have
available versus allowing and encouraging things to happen organically at
the parish level or even more broadly within the community. Can you talk a
little about what your philosophy is on walking that line?
Bernard:  We Catholics are big on “both/and,” right? We certainly
want to do what we can, bring resources that we’re able to bring and stimu-
late the thoughts of others. We’ve been very grateful for the work that’s
come out of our parishes as well. We mentioned Father Dan Griffith earlier
and the beautiful work he is undertaking at Our Lady of Lourdes. That’s
where I first had the opportunity to hear Jeanne Bishop, and that was very
instrumental for me.
We recognize we had parishes that were stepping forward to be part of
a test group to see how we could move forward. It took a commitment of
time on their part; we’re very grateful for that. Our hope here, in terms of
philosophy, is to be able to present options, but options that also empower
our parishes to take things where they see would be best.
Obviously, a place like St. Odilia’s is a very different experience from
a little rural parish where you have eighty people in the church on a Sunday.
So, we leave it to the pastor to be able to figure out how we do that, so it is
significant.
It’s not even just coming from our parishes, but also from other
groups. We’ve formed a body called “the LAB,” the Lay Advisory Board.4
They, for example, are very interested in this question. I know that we’ll be
getting suggestions from them. We’re engaging in this process of a synod in
the archdiocese. We’ve had so far four of the large prayer and listening
events, and we’re getting some ideas from that group as well. I know
they’re going to continue to percolate.
4. The Lay Advisory Board, composed of lay representatives from each territorial deanery
of the Archdiocese of Saint Paul and Minneapolis, was established in 2019.
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Tim could give more of the details, but where we’ve really been
blessed has been with the collaboration of a small group of survivors who
have, from the very beginning, been invested in helping us to get this right.
So, some of the ideas that might seem like they’re coming from top-down
were actually ideas that came from them. We’re happy to be able to facili-
tate that and feel blessed with the ideas that have come from that group.
Tim:  Tom, I’d offer two practical thoughts on the role we should play
in terms of driving this or collaborating or how it should be. One is short-
term and one is long-term. There are two victim-survivors in the audience
today whom we have known now for four or five years, Paula and Frank.
I’m not outing them; they’re known. In fact, Paula works for us now.
Early on we met and a group of us started talking about what can we
do, and we had these great ideas. I remember we even planned a couple
events, and nobody showed up, right? We all dressed up for the prom, and
there was no band; it was just nothing. We thought, “What are we doing
wrong?” Part of the problem was that nobody trusted the archdiocese.
Three or four years ago, we said, “We need to establish a certain level
of credibility if people are going to be involved with us in any way,” and
we tried to do that through very concrete actions rather than just words.
At the beginning, we could say something, and there were ones who
would call others and say, “Listen, who’s behind this? Is the archdiocese?”
“Well, they’re involved.” “I’m not coming.” Short-term, there’s that prac-
tice. Long-term, this cannot be run by any one entity.
We have partnered with the government; we have some nonprofits—
the Zero Abuse group. We’re working with them on long-term solutions.
We need to have more than 325 people in this room; we need to have this
be something that takes hold, and it is organic, and people do it. We should
play a role; we should absolutely play a role, but I think it’s irresponsible
for us to over-control—in fact, if you go back and you want to start getting
to the root cause—we don’t have time to do all that.
Maybe it’s that there was an entity or a couple bishops that had too
much authority and were driving too much. Maybe we don’t need a dicta-
torship; maybe what we need is a group of people that complement each
other and work collaboratively and have a true partnership-relationship and
let it take off in that way.
Tom:  I was going to start questions at 2:35, but boy do I have ques-
tions. Maybe we should get a running start on it. I’ll ask one of them be-
cause I think we’ve got a lot of lawyers in the audience, and even if you’re
not lawyers, this may be of interest.
The question is, what do you see as the largest challenge from a legal
perspective to the successful use of restorative justice in providing healing
and serving as an option for healing to victim-survivors of clerical sexual
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abuse? Are we still dealing with legal challenges here, or have we moved
beyond that? John?
John:  I think it’s just in the context of—not in the context of the set-
tlement agreement, but more so just current—overall in general. I think the
biggest challenge would be that you would never want to impose restorative
justice on anyone that didn’t want to do it because there are people who
have been victimized, and we would be revictimizing them if we suggested
something that the person was not ready for.
Obviously, it should come from a genuine deep desire of that person to
maybe take that journey. Of course, then you have on the other side, restor-
ative justice is of no value if the person who was the perpetrator has abso-
lutely no ability to understand that what they have done is wrong or any
type of remorse. If it’s not even possible, I think restorative justice can’t
even really start.
When the conditions do exist, and I think a lot of what Jeanne Bishop
was talking about when your heart is open, the highest forms of justice can
be achieved. Those concepts of love and mercy and the way that God in-
tended us to be can be achieved.
So, I guess it’s understanding that these conditions can only exist in
the right set of circumstances involving the victim and the offender, but
when they do, if we have a culture and an openness as the society and as
people who might be in charge of systems to allow for these things to not
necessarily replace traditional systems, but maybe can act alongside of them
or after them. Maybe we’ll see a world—I know that in Ramsey County,
we’re working on a world where it can replace the juvenile justice system
not in the context of sexual abuse, but in other contexts.
I think as we evolve as human beings, those things are possible, but
ultimately, that’s what I think is the biggest challenge and appropriately so
because I don’t think we should ever force this on anyone.
Tom:  Let me ask one of the questions as a follow-up to that. Do you
know if there’s been any connection found between restorative justice and
recidivism? Any research out there with findings as to whether or not it’s
helpful?
John:  There is some data.5 We’ve been employing it; I think the Min-
neapolis School District has done some work and there’s data that would
show that utilizing a restorative justice type of approach would be just as
good as doing any type of other response or diversion. We’re working on a
big project right now in our juvenile justice system, but that’s one of the
things that we are going to be as we launch our project.
5. BARBARA J. MCMORRIS, ET AL., APPLYING RESTORATIVE PRACTICES TO MINNEAPOLIS
PUBLIC SCHOOLS STUDENTS RECOMMENDED FOR POSSIBLE EXPULSION: FINAL REPORT (Dec.
2013), https://www.legalrightscenter.org/uploads/2/5/7/3/25735760/lrc_umn_report-final.pdf.
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That’s the million-dollar question that we actually want to answer and
actually want to prove, that you don’t have to accept what we inherit as a
part of our traditional system, that we can design something different and
actually get better outcomes around public safety and justice.
Tom:  Archbishop Hebda, a question for you. How has hearing peo-
ple’s stories changed you as a person?
Bernard:  Can I go back just one question, in terms of legal obstacles,
and then I’ll get to this question too. Allow me to mention one of the things
that will no longer be relevant here in the archdiocese, but may be relevant
for those of you who will be working or living in other dioceses that might
still be addressing these things.
One of the obstacles to restorative justice that was very difficult for us
at the archdiocese was the bankruptcy litigation. I think especially of the
number of survivors who have come in to speak since that was resolved and
who said, “We really didn’t feel like we could enter into that kind of a
discussion while the bankruptcy was continuing.”
We have to find some way in terms of the system to be able to facili-
tate those kinds of discussions that the law or the lawyers—and I’ll let other
people decide which that is—didn’t allow during the bankruptcy. That
would be the first thing.
In terms of how I have been personally changed, I think that any time
that you have an exposure to someone who is willing to share very intimate
details about their lives and the ways in which they’ve been hurt, it so often
reflects years of reflection upon an experience—you just feel so privileged
to be able to sit with them.
That always prompts in me that recognition of what each one of us
carries in one way or another, and how what’s on the surface isn’t always
what’s down deep. Certainly, in terms of leading a local church and leading
a diocese, just to recognize the severity of the harm that’s caused by abuse
in a very personal way is going to affect any decision that I would make.
We’ve been blessed; we haven’t had to deal with that recently, but
when the questions arise about returning somebody to ministry, I’m a lot
more cautious now than I would have been before I started listening to
people talk about how an event that took place seventy years ago continues
to have a daily impact on their lives, and it’s real.
I’m certainly much more conscious of that as a church leader; that
might not go to the personal level, Tom, but it certainly goes to that aspect.
Just always recognizing that those experiences bring to light the complexity
of human life and how things aren’t always exactly what they seem and
how little decisions that we make can have such a huge impact in some-
one’s life for good or for ill. That’s not just in terms of somebody who’s
physically abusing, but also the way in which a church responds to some-
body who comes forward with a claim.
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I’m always amazed that people can tell me the exact words that they
heard when they first came forward. Something that’s etched in their brain,
and that’s pretty grave.
Tom:  Tim, did you have a comment?
Tim:  I had one comment on the earlier question about what obstacle
could there be in law or lawyers. While I agree with you that we can’t let
bankruptcy or the adversarial nature of some proceedings [sic], we’ve got to
figure out how to still do restorative justice in that regard. And John’s talk
about the system not necessarily embracing restorative justice, but I talk
from a broader perspective of keeping in mind the role of attorneys. They
are tools; that’s all they are. They are not the decision-makers, and I’m
speaking to the law students in here and attorneys and those who are going
to hire attorneys.
It’s not a win to write the most persuasive brief or to win a motion.
What’s your real goal here? What are you listening to your client about?
We made some decisions early on, as did John and Stephanie on both sides
of this, that were very nontraditional. There was an easy path—I shouldn’t
say easy.
There was a traditional path that each of these two men [Mr. John Choi
and Archbishop Hebda] could take, and they showed some real where-with-
all, some real leadership to not just take that. They wouldn’t have been
criticized, and there’s a chance that we’d be before the U.S. Supreme Court
right now; that would have been the predictable way to go.
One of the very early decisions we made; we had attorneys come in
and interviewed them and some well-known, reputable, very talented attor-
neys. In simplistic terms, their answer was, “Paper the hell out of them. File
motion after motion. Take them out of their comfort zone. This is the Ram-
sey County Attorney’s Office. They don’t deal with bankruptcy. They don’t
deal with First Amendment, constitutional, or religious issues. They don’t
deal with corporate law that much. They mostly charge individuals. We
could fight this; we could win this.” At what cost though?
So, we ended up hiring Joe Dixon, who is a very talented attorney in
all those arenas, but that wasn’t the goal to win that one motion or win that
one thing. It was something that John brought up. Don’t break the law and
don’t not listen to the advice of attorneys. But the law isn’t designed to be
an obstacle.
There are often ways, if you open your mind to it, you can stay within
the law and accomplish a lot of good things. You can listen to your attor-
ney, but it’s your decision, not your attorney’s decision, as to what you
want to do.
John:  If there are any future prosecutors out there, the duty of a prose-
cutor is not to merely seek convictions, but is to seek justice. We are minis-
ters of justice and achieve positive and good outcomes for our public.
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Tom:  Stephanie, do you have anything to add on some of the legal
challenges? I threw the question out, and John answered it very well, and
I’m in the sea of questions here, and I don’t want to go onto the next ques-
tion without allowing others to comment. What do you have to say?
Stephanie:  I think it’s been answered very well. It’s a tool in the tool-
box, and you have to be willing to be creative. There’s no statute that’s
going to prescribe it. You have to be willing to think outside of that and
think creatively within the law.
Tom:  Archbishop, there are a number of questions that, in one way or
another, relate to how are things here being affected by what might be go-
ing on in the Vatican or with the Conference of Bishops that may impact
what you can do or can’t do going forward? Any quick thoughts on that?
Also, there was a question on what’s your responsibility or authority now,
vis-à-vis other diocese either within Minnesota or Minnesota, North and
South Dakota?
Bernard:  We certainly have enough work just dealing with our archdi-
ocese. That has to be my first priority. At the same time, as part of a larger
church, we realize that there’s an impact on us by legislation that affects the
whole world, that is, universal legislation that would come from Rome.
There also can be legislation that might come from the United States Con-
ference of Catholic Bishops in pretty specific areas.
Our response, my response along with Bishop Cozzens,6 has been both
to engage the tools that are handy for us to be able to have some broader
impact, especially with the United States Conference of Catholic Bishops,
by sharing there a little bit of our experiences, for example, and speaking
about things that have seemed to have borne good results here.
I think we continue to look for those opportunities on the national
level. We don’t have as much of an opportunity to do that internationally,
but I think the work that we do here in the National Bishops Conference
does have an impact. The legislation that came out from Rome in June
concerning accountability measures for bishops,7 for example, very much
reflected the presentation that was given by an American bishop speaking at
a conference in February in Rome.8
I think there is that opportunity to have some impact, but it’s much
more indirect. I’m very grateful I have a very talented staff. A number of
people around the country have been watching what they have been doing,
6. Most Reverend Andrew N. Cozzens is the Auxiliary Bishop of the Archdiocese of Saint
Paul and Minneapolis.
7. Pope Francis, Apostolic Letter, Vos Estis Lux Mundi (May 7, 2019), http://
www.vatican.va/content/francesco/en/motu_proprio/documents/papa-francesco-motu-proprio-
20190507_vos-estis-lux-mundi.html (issued motu proprio).
8. Cardinal Blase Joseph Cupich, Synodality: Jointly Responsible (Feb. 22, 2019), http://
www.vatican.va/resources/resources_card-cupich-protezioneminori_20190222_en.html (this was
a presentation given by the Archbishop of Chicago at the world meeting on the protection of
minors in the church).
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whether it would be Tim’s office or our Chancellor for Canonical Affairs,
Susan Mulheron, or our Chancellor for Civil Affairs, Joseph Kueppers. Be-
cause of the work that they’re doing, they’re being invited to be part of
panels like this and to speak creatively about how we as a church might be
able to address these matters.
Even though my focus has been very much here in the Archdiocese of
St. Paul and Minneapolis, you have Tim and Susan Mulheron who have
been speaking to a much broader forum and who have had an impact in that
way.
Tom:  Some questions that might lend themselves to quick answers.
Have circles among priests been considered?
Tim:  I didn’t hear what you said.
Tom:  Have circles among priests—has restorative justice for priests
been considered?
Bernard:  Yes—Justice Geske came a few weeks back and we had an
event just for priests. That, of course, was just the first step as well. It
modeled for how that might happen; it was a smallish [gathering]—maybe
twenty priests who came and took part in that. I was really pleased with
that, and it was a very moving experience for the priests who were there.
Tom, as you’ve reflected, they’ve had an impact in their lives through all of
this too. It has been tried, and it considers to be something that’s
contemplated.
Tom:  Next question with a quick answer. Has a restorative justice
process been created in the archdiocese for the healing of an entire parish,
and they cite the Wehmeyer parish of Blessed Sacrament?
Tim:  We’ve had a number of—with the Wehmeyer victims them-
selves, so a number of us including the archbishop and myself have met
with the victims and with the victim’s mother in a—I wouldn’t call it a
formal restorative justice, but along those lines. Then, we probably held at
least ten that you’ve been at, that Justice Geske’s been at, and the arch-
bishop and I have probably been at another ten parishes where we’ve had
some type of a session about the history, what’s happened, where we’re at,
and how restorative justice plays a role in the future.
There’s got to be twenty, twenty-five parishes that have been directly
requesting that and we put together sort of a menu of options for parishes
and for victim-survivors to get involved if they want. Like the archbishop
said, we went to one in a small farming community and talked about that
Canvas Health was available to them, that anybody who might want to talk
to them. A guy came up at the break, a couple of seventy-eight-year-old
farmers and they said, “We’re farmers; we don’t go to counseling.” “Okay,
alright.” “We just go out and work.” “Alright. If that’s your way to do it,
that’s your way to do it.”
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We lay those options out to people. For some, something’s good and
something else is good. We’re trying to give those options to address indi-
vidual parishes, also depending on what’s happened at their parish. Weh-
meyer’s a good example, and there are a couple of other parishes where
there were priests who were notorious, who were repeat offenders and that
has had a great effect. St. Odilia with some of the Crosiers, so we addressed
that very specifically at that parish.
John:  Just on the victim family at Blessed Sacrament, one of the great-
est joys that I’ve had is to get to know that family and to see their journey
around their own healing. It’s not to say that it was necessarily because of
any particular restorative justice session, but it was an orientation towards
the fundamentals around restorative justice. It’s been a complete joy to see
the healing that’s starting and getting better. It will never ever be com-
pleted, but it’s an orientation that can achieve those things in terms of the
healing for victims.
Tom:  Does the church plan to keep the restorative justice methods as
part of their culture after the interaction with Mr. Choi and Stephanie end?
The real key here is when the court’s jurisdiction ends, which is February 1,
2020, so it’s coming up in a few months.
Bernard:  I’m happy to answer that one. It’s “yes.” What we’re doing
now is we’re trying to put in the building blocks, so that’s going to be a
long-term tool for us to address issues. Certainly, we see that in this area of
sexual abuse of minors by clergy or church personnel, but we see all kinds
of other opportunities.
We’ve had Justice Geske speak as well to our lay ecclesial ministers,
so I think that makes it a much broader application. We’ve had her speak to
our staff at the archdiocese, so it’s teaching the tools that we think will
continue to serve the archdiocese not just in terms of the structure, but the
people of the archdiocese far beyond the termination of the settlement
agreement.
John:  When that settlement agreement9 was first entered into back in
December of 2015 and then, amended again in the summer of 2016,10 it’s
been in place for a really long time. It’s been a long journey of trying to
ensure that the promises that were made in the settlement agreement were
fulfilled. I can tell you that the archdiocese is well on their way of doing
right by every one of those promises.
9. Stipulation to Stay Proceedings and Settlement Agreement, In the Matter of the Welfare
of Victim 1, Victim 2, and Victim 3, (Minn. Ramsey Cnty. 2015) (No. 62-JV-1674), https://
www.ramseycounty.us/sites/default/files/County%20Attorney/12.18.15%20RCAO-
Archdiocese%20Settlement%20Agreement_0.pdf.
10. Second Report by the Archdiocese on Its Status and Progress of the Implementation of
Settlement Agreement, (Minn. Ramsey Cnty. 2016) (No. 62-JV-1674), https://
www.ramseycounty.us/sites/default/files/County%20Attorney/
Second%20Report%2012.20.16.pdf.
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The more important thing is about embedding that cultural change. If
we had to focus on what is the overall theme of what we were trying to
accomplish in the settlement agreement, a really big part of it is the engage-
ment of the laypeople in the church as a part of how the archdiocese would
make decisions about clergy who had run afoul of certain policies and that
concept has been very much furthered and is part of these restorative justice
sessions.
These are really values and principles that are developing as part of the
archdiocese and I have absolutely no doubt that these things are going to
continue. As we get close to the end date for the settlement agreement,
which is February of 2020, we’re working on wrapping up that work. I
think another fundamental principle is it’s that cooperation with civil au-
thorities that’s very much alive and well. We’ve developed a relationship
where we’re going to continue to work on things together. We’ll be talking
about that more as we get closer to that end date for the settlement period.11
Tom:  A couple of quick questions and, Frank, I’ll ask you to come up.
These are the last two, so we’ve got to be quick here. We’ve moved through
a lot of these questions, but there’s still a lot here.
There’s a question about was there a definition of restorative justice
that people were working from? If so, what is it? I don’t think there is one
in the agreement, but was there some discussion at the negotiating table
about what was meant by that? Is it what’s been talked about throughout the
day where there are a lot of different forms it takes?
Tim:  John Choi had all the leverage. He thought it was a good idea; I
didn’t know a lot about it, but we embraced it at the time.
John:  It was a part of a journey to define what that meant. There are
obviously some understandings of generally what it meant, but I think it’s a
work in progress.
Tom:  The last question is what is the role of the clerical sexual abuse
ombudsman, and is it a condition of the settlement?
I am the ombudsman for clerical sexual abuse; it is a provision in the
settlement agreement as well. I believe it came from John Choi? Is that
right?
John:  Tom Ring.
Tom:  Tom Ring, alright. It provides for the creation of an independent
person to serve as an advocate for clerical sexual abuse victims if they want
to seek advice about how they’re perceiving a problem and whether there is
an issue with how things are being addressed; what could be done to change
that; if they’re seeking counseling to help them get counseling etcetera.
11. State of Minnesota v. Archdiocese of Saint Paul & Minneapolis, RAMSEY COUNTY AT-
TORNEY’S OFFICE, https://www.ramseycounty.us/your-government/leadership/county-attorneys-
office/news-updates/case-updates/state-v-archdiocese-saint-paul-minneapolis (last visited June 08,
2020).
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Then, the last question is how is that going?
It is one of the most rewarding things I’ve done in my career. The
archbishop has spoken to how meaningful it is for him to sit down with
victims. Many of you have done that, and so, you have a sense for it. It is
really hard to grasp how emotional it is to have a person lean into you, “I
haven’t told anyone.”
Bernard:  Can I answer that question?
Tom:  Yes.
Bernard:  Just a little bit because you, Tom, can’t toot your own horn.
You’ve done a fabulous job of that. Just the way in which you keep my feet
to the fire—and my office’s as well—is very important. You’re always
bringing your own perspective and that interest in justice that makes all the
difference.
We asked the question before, are we having an impact beyond maybe
in the archdiocese? At least with the dioceses in Minnesota, North Dakota,
and South Dakota, we’ve talked, in particular, about how Tom has served as
ombudsman. We recognized it was something that was required for us in
the archdiocese, but how the role has really served. That’s an idea that will
continue to gain traction if we can only find more Tom Johnsons.
